each of the first six lines. This introduces us to considerations of a purely physical nature with respect to which considerable advance has been made within recent years. Austin, in his book on Stoichedon Style (pp. 20-21 and 45), has made a careful study of this text, particularly of the first six lines of it, and has urged very strongly that restorations which do not yield the same length of line are very unlikely to be correct.9 One must therefore undertake to see that any restoration proposed conforms to the necessary requirements of the stoichedon pattern.
As is well known, the letters of the last six lines of this document are not stoichedon. Yet in spite of their apparently haphazard arrangement it is possible to observe a certain plan and order in their general disposition. This is a fact perhaps not quite so compelling as the rigorous pattern of stoichedon order but nevertheless a fact which must be taken into account when restorations are proposed. One can show, for example, that the verb ho [rXAle]v which appears in I.G., I2, 1, in lines 10-11, is too short by three letter spaces to fill the amount of space available on the stone. The question of disposition which affects these latter lines can best be seen with reference to a reconstructed drawing. If one studies the dispositions shown in Fig. 1 he will note in a general way the following phenomenon: the first letters of all lines at the edge of the stone run through in a continuous column from top to bottom.10 The second letters of all lines form another column which runs continuously from top to bottom, though it swings slightly toward the right in the later lines and to a perfectionist seems somewhat straggly. It appears as if the stonecutter was reluctant to break away from the stoichedon order in the beginning of line 7 but that he was anxious to shift the letters toward the right so that the second letters of lines 7-12 might come below both the second and third letters of lines 1-6. It is a significant fact that the third letters of lines 7-12, if we may call the mark of punctuation in line 12 a letter, form a fairly vertical column beneath the fourth letters of lines 1-6. This progression is now continued across the face of the stone in such a fashion that one may trace continuous columns of letters from top to bottom if he will begin his column with those letters in any one of the following sequences of letter spaces: 1, 2, 4, 7, 10, 13, etc. One will note with particular interest the perfection of the pattern as it appears in the column marked by the thirteenth letter space. This was noted by Austin (op. cit., p. 21), though without reference to the general disposition. If this scheme is carried across the face of the stone, the sequence of traceable columns will come to its conclusion with the following column numbers: 28, 31, 34, and 35. The normal length of line in the lower part of the inscription is thus determined as the equivalent Here the preceding mark of punctuation usurps one letter space, and the slight crowding compensates for this to make possible again a line of twenty-four letters. Wilhelm has already observed that the mark of punctuation in line 3 must be taken as separating two distinct clauses of the inscription and he uses this observation as one of the arguments against a proposed restoration of Luria, which was adopted by Tod, where the mark of punctuation has no organic function. A similar observation may be made about the mark of punctuation in line 12. These triple dots do not belong midway within a single clause. On the contrary, they separate a clause which follows from one which precedes. The phrase, therefore, It is not part of the decree, as is proved by the fact that it stands in asyndeton, not connected with what precedes by the particle 8E. It is merely a statement of record, and I believe it shows that the decree was brought up for discussion in the Demos as a probouleuma or yvCt)r] of the Council. Scholars have commented (e. g., Tod, op. cit., p. 14) on the absence of any mention of the Council in the opening formula of this decree. The interpretation here given of the last line supplies this deficiency, and we see already the familiar pattern of Athenian legislative machinery. The democracy was still young and one notes merely that the phrase E'oXO-EV ret /3oXet Kac TrOL eot, which we find in the fifth century, had not yet become the stereotyped method of expression in the opening lines of a decree.1
As already observed, a new provision of this decree begins after the mark of punctuation in line 3. The Athenians resident on Salamis are not to rent out certain property (?) except under certain conditions. It is very difficult to discover from the preserved letters how to make a restoration that will define with reasonable certainty what this property was and what these conditions were. I offer a text below by way of example. It is based upon the assumption that no Athenian of Salamis was to rent property on Salamis unless the lessees also lived there. It would be rash indeed to claim that this is the only interpretation that may be made for these lines. But whatever the provision, a penalty was attached (lines 4-7) for anyone who did rent his property in violation of the terms of this decree. These lines, down through line 6, are now restored with a uniform length of 35 letters.
Except for the irregularities already noted of an extra letter in line 10 and of assigning one space to the mark of punctuation in line 12, lines 7-12 should be restored with 24 letters each in order to give to them the same amount of space on the stone as that occupied by the first six lines. The provision in lines 9-10 is that the Athenians on Salamis shall provide their own arms to the value of thirty drachmai. Naturally this applied only to those who had the necessary property qualification to make them eligible. With the old restoration of lines 10-11, ho [ For purely physical reasons we have just seen that the restoration ho[1rTXe] iv is not permissible, so there is no evidence in any case for the archon furnishing the arms. But to suggest that a landowner would drink away his substance merely to avoid liability to furnish arms is a specious bit of special pleading which needs for its refutation only the reminder that the same might be said of the Athenians in Attica. Nor do I see any reason to suppose that all the Athenians on Salamis were " neu angesetzt," and that they cannot, some of them at least, have had available capital with which to buy arms. The difficulty disappears when one assumes that many of them were probably of long residence on the island. Appended to this text is an apparatuzs criticus which gives in compendious form something of the history of the document and the various readings and restorations proposed. There has been some insistence lately on the desirability of publishing such an apparatus with the text of every inscription. In particular, L. Robert 13 advocates even the inclusion of erroneous restorations, because one profits from the mistakes of his predecessors. For many inscriptions it would be obviously a waste of space to print all readings and restorations now known to be incorrect. This holds true, for example, of the many decrees from the archonship of Anaxikrates (307/6 B.c.) and for many of the fragments of the Athenian tribute-quota lists, though Schlaifer has himself insisted upon the desirability of an apparatus criticus even for the tribute-quota lists."8 Some justification might be offered for a compendious apparatus of very simple texts, especially where earlier transcriptions have been published in inaccessible sources, or where the originals have been lost and cannot themselves now be studied. But it should be remembered that a student can derive profit from the mistakes of his predecessors only when he has some explanation of how the mistakes came to be made. This requires commentary which may serve to clarify the problems that have to be discussed. But more often it is necessary to refer to the original publications themselves and to follow with some care the line of argument set forth by each editor. The text of an inscription differs from the text of a classical author in that its prototype is usually available at least in photograph or squeeze, so that a demonstrably true text can frequently be established by applying sound principles of epigraphical study. Some of the difficulties and some of the shortcomings of the compendious apparatus criticus are so well illustrated in that offered by Schlaifer on I.., I, 24 that it seems worthwhile to make some further comment upon it.15
As a note on line 4, Schlaifer gives [ correct, then the normal prescript could not have been recorded in its entirety on the lower portion of the stone; for two of the three clauses naming the prytany, the secretary, and the epistates would have to be omitted for lack of space. Schlaifer recognizes this irregularity and suggests that all elements necessary to the preamble of a decree can be accounted for if the prytany and the secretary were named on the upper stone. Since they could themselves hardly have occupied enough space to justify an upper stone, he assumes that there was also a relief there carved which presumably occupied most of the space. He attributes this "almost certainly correct answer " to Dow, though it should be noted that a similar suggestion had been previously and independently made by Tod.26 It is further clear that one of the items on the superimposed stone must have been the name of the prytany, for reference to Leontis in the body of the decree shows that this was the prytany in office when the decree was passed. Only in the ninth prytany of any year could the name of the following prytany be known in advance. So unless the prytany of this decree happened to be ninth in order within the year, Leontis must have been its name.27 Inasmuch as the formula [ by Hestiaios. There must be some misunderstanding in Schlaifer's assertion (loc. cit., p. 258) that if I.G., I2, 24 as we know it was an amendment it would have been cut on the back of the stone carrying the decree it was calculated to amend. Apparently Schlaifer in this part of his argument is attempting a new definition of the term " amendment." It would be extraordinary to claim that amendments, as epigraphists commonly understand them, were cut on the back of their stelai.
The rider proposed by Glaukos is punctuated, according to the restoration proposed above, by one uninscribed letter space between the end of the first decree and the beginning of his name. The rider proposed by Hestiaios was punctuated as a new paragraph. For both devices there are parallels in the fifth-century inscriptions of Athens.32 There is apparently no other fifth-century inscription where both systems of punctuation were used in the same decree, but this is merely a matter of disposition and we have no assurance that a stonecutter acquainted with both styles could not have used them both if it pleased him to do so. With the motions of Glaukos and Hestiaios both considered as amendments, it is now possible to assume that the formula of publication appeared in the lost decree of the upper stone. Its omission would have to be considered an irregularity if the motion of Glaukos is to be interpreted as the original decree. impossible to make the restoration in this way. If in fact the letters IBOA are to be taken as part of the name of an orator, then the first clause of his proposed amendment ought not to contain the particle 8E. Even with e' the line is so short that avTrog has to be given the unusual spelling avcroo-t to make up the necessary 27 letters. Nor is it possible to compensate for the loss of 8E by assuming a longer name for the orator. Part of an omicron is still preserved at the edge of the stone so that the letters in line 17 on which a reconstruction must be based are IBOAO rather than IBOA. Citing examples in which the letter rho in words like 7rp6/3ara has been omitted by the stonecutter, he attempts to justify the omission here under influence from the rho in the preceding and following words ypaba-actpevos and vraparxovr-ov. None the less, the omission remains an irregularity and it must cast doubt upon the validity of the restoration. A more serious difficulty is encountered in the asyndeton which Wilhelm must assume at the beginning of the sentence. In his restoration, the particle 8e has been omitted. This omission, too, he attempts to justify by citing numerous examples of asyndeton in other Athenian decrees (op. cit., pp. 14-15). These supposed parallels do not have for the present case much probative value. One should justify asyndeton in a case of this kind not by citing occasional examples from other decrees, but by showing that the practice of the scribe who cut this particular inscription was to use asyndeton when the subject matter changed from one provision to another. In this decree concerning the colony at Brea the student will observe that the scribe invariably introduced each new provision with the particle 8e, no matter how far removed from what preceded its subject matter may have been. The examples are all clear and may be read in lines 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 17, 19, 20, 26, 29, 30 , and 39.
It would be extraordinary to find the particle 8e omitted in line 3, so extraordinary in fact that lack of room for it in Wilhelm's restoration may be considered evidence that the restoration is not correct. . This is represented in the text of the Corpus, line 27, as the bottom half of a vertical stroke, but enough of it is preserved so that it must be interpreted either as iota or tau. Inasnmuch as tau is out of the qulestion before delta, the letter must be read as iota. It is not possible to construe it as a normally shaped upsilon; so unless one wishes to attribute an error to the stonecutter, he must here reject Wilhelm's suggested restoration: horav 
[ -----o-------------------]poho [h]vt[9]
In Hence the text of this part of the inscription upon which an interpretation can be based should be read as follows: There being here no question of erasure because of damtnatio memoriae, the normal explanation is that the stonecutter inscribed something by mistake which he later decided to expunge. But if this is true the supplement can hardly be KaL 7ov here the locative 'AE'evecrL which he has removed from the previous line, as I had published it, to make room for rra 8&Kag. It seems to me to make very little difference in which of the two lines respectively these two phrases go, but I believe that the stoichedon order requires the use of both of them and that it would be better satisfied by the retention of an imperative form X [ayXavE&o] in line 22.
These lines from 13 down to 24 may, I think, be still further improved. The letters that can be read on the stone have been fairly well deciphered with the exception of those in line 21 where the fracture between the two fragments occurs. 
I.G., I2, 171
In the first publication of this fragment by Koumanoudes ('E+. 'ApX., 1887, Under these circumstances we believe that the suggestion made by Hiller that these letters be taken to represent part of a postscript may still be accepted until some better explanation is put forward for them. -, as reported in I.G., I, Suppl., p. 167, no. 116u, and repeated in I.G., I2, 179 ; they must be interpreted as IAOE.
Evidently the names of the benefactors of Athens were concluded before line 8 was reached, for the letters AOE ought properly to be expanded as some form of ' The inscription here published consists of three fragments which join together and which were all found on the north slope of the Acropolis. 
